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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 1,
2,
4 through 13 and 15 through 23.

The di sclosed invention relates to a nethod and system

for registering a transducer assenbly at a location that is
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proxi mate to a | oad/unl oad ranp di sposed at the outer

peri phery of a data storage disk. A data zone starting

| ocation on the disk is established proxi mate the ranp.
Claiml is illustrative of the clained invention, and it

reads as foll ows:

1. A nmethod of optimzing the |location of a data
zone on a data storage disk of a data storage system the
data storage systemincluding a transducer assenbly
mounted to an actuator for transferring information to
and fromthe disk, and a ranp di sposed proximate the
outer periphery of the disk for unloading and | oading the
transducer assenbly to and fromthe disk, the method
conprising the steps of:

regi stering the transducer assenbly at a first
| ocation of the disk proximate the ranp;

witing servo information indicative of a
starting location of the data zone to the disk at the
first disk |location;

nmovi ng the transducer assenbly fromthe first
di sk location toward an i nner dianeter |ocation of the
di sk; and

witing servo information indicative of the data
zone to the disk between the first disk |ocation and the
i nner diameter |ocation of the disk with reference to the
first disk | ocation;

wherein witing servo information indicative of
the starting location of the data zone at the first disk
| ocation biases the data zone toward the outer periphery
of the data storage disk by registering the starting
| ocation of the data zone proxi nate the ranp.
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The references relied on by the exam ner are:

Saito 4,599, 659 Jul. 8, 1986
Mor ehouse et al. (Morehouse) 5,377,065 Dec. 27,
1994

(effective filing date Dec. 19,
1990)
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Cainms 1, 2, 5 through 7, 11 through 13, 15 and 19
t hrough 23 stand rejected under 35 U S.C. § 103 as being
unpat ent abl e over appellants’ admtted prior art in view of
Sai t 0.

Clains 4, 8 through 10 and 16 through 18 stand rejected
under 35 U.S.C. 8 103 as bei ng unpatentabl e over appellants’
admtted prior art in view of Saito and Morehouse.

Ref erence is nade to the briefs (paper nunbers 9 and 11),
the final rejection (paper nunber 6) and the answer (paper
nunber 10) for the respective positions of the appellants and
t he exam ner.

OPI NI ON

We have carefully considered the entire record before us,
and we will reverse the 35 U.S.C. 8 103 rejections of clains
1, 2, 4 through 13 and 15 through 23.

Appel l ants and the exam ner agree that in the appellants’
admtted prior art the data zone 73 (Figure 3) is biased
toward, and registered with respect to, the inner dianeter of
the data storage di sk, and not the outer dianeter of the disk
(final rejection, page 3; brief, page 9). According to the
exam ner (final rejection, pages 3 and 4):
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The Saito patent prevents accidental generation of a
“track zero” signal. According to Saito, a track
zero signal should be generated only when the
magnetic head is driven in the outer peripheral
direction of the floppy disk, and inhibited when the
head is driven in the inner direction.

At the tinme of the invention, it would have been
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to
have applied Saito’'s teachings to [appellants’
admtted prior art] AAPA. The conbi nati on woul d
have noved “track zero” to a |ocation near the
t ransducer ranp.

The notivation for this nodification would have
been to nore accurately set a relative position
bet ween the magnetic head and the disk, as taught by
Saito. The conbination would thereby satisfy the
claimlimtations of biasing the data zone toward
the outer periphery of the data storage disk.

Appel  ants argue (brief, pages 9 and 10) that “Saito is
not directed to a servo witing or disk formatting procedure,
nor does Saito disclose or suggest any nmethod for witing
servo information to a data storage disk,” “Saito presunes the
exi stence of servo tracks,” and “Saito nerely teaches .
preventing generation of a spurious track zero signal.” W
agree with appellants’ argunents. The nere fact that “a track
zero signal [in Saito] is generated only when the magnetic
head is driven in the outer peripheral direction of the floppy

di sk and reaches a track zero position, and is inhibited from
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bei ng generated when the magnetic head is driven in the inner
direction of the floppy disk” (colum 2, lines 5 through 10)
nei t her teaches nor woul d have suggested “registering the
transducer assenbly [of the admitted prior art] at a first
| ocation of the disk proximate the ranp, and witing servo
information indicative of a starting |ocation of the data zone
at the first disk |ocation proximte a | oad/unload ranp
situated near the outer periphery of the disk” (claiml;
brief, page 12), “noving the transducer assenbly [of the
adm tted prior art] fromengagenent with the ranp to a first
| ocation on the disk proximate the ranp and witing servo
information indicative of a starting |ocation of the data zone
at the first location” (claim13; brief, page 12), “and a data
storage disk . . . [in the admtted prior art] having a data
zone architecture such that a starting location of the data
zone is located proximate the ranp so as to bias the data zone
toward the outer dianeter of the disk” (claim20; brief, page
12).

Based upon the foregoing, the 35 U S.C. §8 103 rejection
of claims 1, 2, 5 through 7, 11 through 13, 15 and 19 through
23 is reversed because we agree with appellants’ argunment
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(brief, page 13) that “a prinma facie case of obvi ousness has
not been established by the Examiner.” The 35 U.S.C. § 103
rejection of clains 4, 8 through 10 and 16 through 18 is

li kewi se reversed
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because the teachings of Mrehouse do not cure the noted
shortcom ngs in the teachings of appellants’ admtted prior
art and Saito.
DECI SI ON
The decision of the examner rejecting clains 1, 2,

4 through 13 and 15 through 23 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 is

reversed
REVERSED
JAMES D. THOVAS )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
)
)
) BOARD OF PATENT
KENNETH W HAI RSTON ) APPEALS AND
Adm ni strative Patent Judge ) | NTERFERENCES
)
)
)
LANCE LEONARD BARRY )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
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